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neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational

vol. 2, pp. 4.11-

MM 4.11.13-3

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of | 159 —4.11-163 MM 4.11.13-4
the facility would oceur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.11.13-1;
require the construction or expansion of recreational | vol. 2, pp. 4.11- MM 4.11.13-3
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect | 159 - 4.11-163 MM 4.11.13-4
on the environment?

Discussion: See discussion above of impacts relating to Parks and Recreation.

Any New Any New
Do Proposed Circumstances Information of Prior
: Where Impact Changes Involve Involving New Substantial Environmenta)
Environmental Issue Area Was Analygcd in New Significant Signiﬁcantglmpacts Importance Documents
Prior Impacts ot or Substantially Requiring New Mitigations
Environmental Substantially More More Severe Analysis or Implemented or
Documents. Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Address Impacts.

16. Transportation/Traffic. Would the project: _ .

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.7-2;
establishing measures of effectiveness for the { vol. 2, pp. 4.7~ MM 4.7-3;
performance of the circulation system, taking into | 34 —4.7-54; MM 4.7-4;
account all modes of transportation including mass | 4.7-57 — 4.7- MM 4.7-5;
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant | 88; PRRDEIR, MM 4.7-6;
components of the circulation system, including but | pp. 4.7-1 —4.7- MM 4.7-8;
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and | 41 MM 4.7-9;
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass MM 4.7-13;
transit? MM 4.7-14,

MM 4,7-15;
MM 4.7-16;
MM 4.7-18;
MM 4.7-19

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management N/A No No No None
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for -designated roads or
highways?

¢. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including N/A No No No None
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location that results in substantial safety risks?

d. Suybstantially increase hazards due to a design feature N/A No No No None
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections} or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? PVSP RDEIR, No No No See discussion
vol. 2, pp. 4.11- below
4-4.11-5;
4.11-8 -4.11-
10;4.11-14 —
4.11-17
g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.7-10

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian | vol. 2, pp. 4.7-
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 54— 477-57
safety of such facilities?

Discussion: The Revised Draft EIR for the PVSP found the following significant unavoidable effect relating to traffic and
transportation:

* Buildout of the Specific Plan area will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in the city of Roseville.
(RDEIR, p. 4.7-43.)

¢ Buildout of the Specific Plan area will increase daily traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sacramento County. (RDEIR,
p. 4.7-44.)

e Buildout of the Specific Plan area will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sacramento County.
(RDEIR, p. 4.7-46.)

e DBuildout of the Specific Plan area will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sutter County.
(RDEIR, p. 4.7-49.) '

e Buildout of the Specific Plan will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area roadways and intersections that are part of
the state highway system. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-51.)

* Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions will increase daily traffic volumes on roadways in
unincorporated Placer County. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-58.)

93




19€

» Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area
intersections in unincorporated Placer County. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-69.)

» Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area
intersections in the City of Roseville. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-73.)

e Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions will increase daily traffic volumes on study area
roadways in Sacramento County. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-78.}

e Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area
intersections in Sacramento County. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-80.)

e Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumutative Plus Project conditions will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area
roadways in Sutter County. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-83; PRRDEIR, p. 4.7-40.)

» Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area
intersections in Sutter County. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-84.)

» Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions will increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area
roadways that are part of the state highway system. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-85.)

e Mitigation measures implemented to reduce traffic impacts could adversely affect traffic in other jurisdictions. (RDEIR, p.
4.7-98.)

e Mitigation measures implemented to reduce traffic impacts could adversely affect the environment. (RDEIR, p. 4.7-99.)

EIR BACKGROUND
Issues Not Addressed
Because there are no private or public airports in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area, development under the Specific Plan will not cause

or create the need for any changes in airport operations that could result in changes in air traffic patterns that might raise safety issues. The
2007 EIR did not address the possibility of any such safety issues, as it was clear there would not be any.
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The EIR does not address whether the PVSP would “[s]ubstantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).” The issue was not relevant, as the Plan area is predominantly flat,
and there were no engineering challenges in designing a safe road system for the Plan area. The roads will meet all applicable state and
county standards. The County did not foresee any safety issues associated with potential conflicts with farm equipment.

Issues relating to emergency response were addressed in Chapter 4.11, entitled, “Public Services and Infrastructure.” (Seg, ¢.g., RDEIR,
pp. 4.11-4 —4.11-5; 4.11-8 - 4.11-10; 4.11-14 — 4.11-17.) No significant unavoidable effects were identified.

Level of Service Impacts

The EIR includes very detailed analyses of the PVSP’s impacts on transportation facilities in the unincorporated area of Placer County,
the City of Roseville, Sacramento County, Sutter County, and the State Highway system, and includes mitigation requirements consisting
of a series of physical improvements or financial contributions thereto. In particular, Mitigation Measures 4.7.2, as modified by other
mitigation measures, requires the project proponents and Placer County to attempt in good faith to enter into agreements with Roseville,
Sacramento and Sutter Counties, and Caltrans to try to ensure that the proponents will pay their fair share contributions to all required
improvements necessitated in part by the PVSP. (See RDEIR, pp. 4.7-37 — 4.7-54; PRRDEIR, pp. 4.7-6 —4.7-7.}

NEW EFFECTS OF ROAD CLOSURE PROJECT

As explained earlier, the County recently commissioned the transportation engineering firm of Fehr and Peers to undertake a Traffic
Circulation Study to address two alternative roadway closures of Locust Road. The first analysis examined the ramifications of a closure
of Locust Road at the northern Placer Vineyards boundary (as opposed to north of the boundary), while the second analysis examined the
ramifications of both that proposed closure and an additional closure of Locust Road just south of the Placer Vineyards boundary. Two
technical memoranda prepared by Fehr and Peers address these issues: one dated December 15, 2015; and the other dated February 22,
2016. Both of these memoranda are attached as Exhibits (B and C) to this Initial Study/Addendum.

Taken together, the two Fehr and Peers memoranda reached the following conclusions with respect to the two-closure scenario: first, that
it would result in two new significant traffic effects at the intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane and on the portion of Dyer Lane
from Watt Avenue to 11th Street; and second, that these two new significant effects could be mitigated to less than significant levels with
proposed mitigation measures. The first proposed mitigation measure would be the installation of a second right-turn lane at the
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eastbound approach to the intersection of Watt and Dyer. And the second mitigation measure would be the expansion of West Dyer Lane
from four to six lanes from a point approximately 430 feet west of the West Dyer/Watt Avenue intersection all the way to that
intersection. County staff considers both of these improvements to be feasible. Except for these two significant effects that can be
mitigated to less than significant levels, Fehr and Peers found that no other significant traffic-related effects would occur under the two-

closure scenario.

significant environmental effects?

Any New Any New
Do Proposed Circumstances Information of Prior
. Where Impact Changes Involve Involving New Substantial Environmental
Environmental Issue Area Was Analyzed in New Significant Significant Impacts Importance Documents
Prior Impacts or or Substantially Requiring New Mitigations
Environmental Substantially More More Severe Analysis or Implemented or
Documents. Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Address Impacts.
17. Utilities and Service Systems. Would the project: .
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.11-6-1;
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? vol. 2, pp. 4.11- MM 4.11-6-2;
33 --4.11-57 MM 4.11-6-3;
b. Require or result in the construction of new water or | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.11-6-3;
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of { vol, 2, pp. 4.11- MM 4.11.8-3
existing facilities, the construction of which could | 49 -4.11-52 frecycled water]
cause significant environmental effects? [wastewater
facilities]; 4.11-
85-4.11-98
[recycled water
system]; 4.3-
138 —4.3-141;
4.4-130 - 4.4-
4.4-173; 44-
175 — 4.4-191,
4.6-83 — 4.6-
87,4.11-163 —
4.11-175
[operation of
water facilities]
Require or result in the construction of new storm | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.11.9-1
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing | vol. 2, pp. 4.11-
facilities, the construction of which could cause | 98 —4.11-109
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Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.11.7-1
project from existing entitlements and resources, or | vol. 2, pp. 4.11-
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 80—4.11-85
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.11.6-1;
provider which serves or may serve the project that it | vol. 2, pp. 4.11- MM 4.11.6-2
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected § 33 —4.11-50
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.11.5-1
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste | vol. 2, pp. 4.11-
disposal needs? 26 —4.11-33
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and | PVSP RDEIR, No No No MM 4.11.5-1
regulations related to solid waste? vol. 2, pp. 4.11-

26 —4.11-33

Discussion: The Revised Draft EIR for the PVSP found the following significant unavoidable effect relating to utilities and services
systems:

e Residential and commercial development in the Specific Plan area will increase the waste siream that will be delivered to the
MREF and disposed of at the Western Regional Landfill. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-30.)

e The Specific Plan will contribute to cumulative increases in the waste stream that will be delivered to the Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF) and disposed of at the Western Regional Landfill. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-33.)

~ e The Specific Plan will contribute to cumulative water quality degradation due to increased discharge of treated effluent to Dry
Creek and/or the Sacramento River. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-57.)

o The recycled water demand could exceed available recycled water supply for the Specific Plan area. (RDFEIR, p. 4.11-93.)
The Second Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR (SPRRDEIR) added another significant unavoidable impact:

e Impacts resulting from permanent water supply curtailment are potentially significant on regional infrastructure, and on
patterns of development within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan and regionally. (SPRRDEIR, p. 4.3-39.)

EIR BACKGROUND
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Wastewater

The Specific Plan proponents proposed two options for wastewater collection and conveyance. The preferred wastewater proposal
calls for the construction of 1ift stations and force mains to convey wastewater from the entire project eastward to the Dry Creek
Wastewater Treatment Plant (“DCWWTP”). Mitigation measures will ensure that an adequate system to convey wastewater flows will
be constructed. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-47 - 4.11-48.)

Table 4.11-6 of the Revised Draft EIR shows anticipated wastewater flows for the Specific Plan area. According to the Sewer Master
Plan, the PVSP will generate an Average Dry Weather Treatment Plant Flow of 2,980,000 gallons per day (“ADWEF™) at buildout.
(RDEIR, p. 4.11-49.)

RDEIR Table 4.11-7 shows flows broken down by shed. The eastern 890+ acres (Shed B) of the Specific Plan area is within the
service area of the DCWWTP. The Roseville Regional Wastewater System Master Plan indicates that current planned flows for the
DCWWTP are based on the Dry Creek/'West Placer Sewer Master Plan, which planned for a flow of 0.307 million gallons per day
(“MGD™) for the 890+-acre area. The projected total flow at buildout under the Specific Plan for Shed B is 0.48 MGD treatment plant
flow. The additional flow and conflict with the adopted Sewer Master Plan was considered a potentially significant impact. The
current DCWWTP, however, may have the capacity to serve additional areas because actual flows have been less than projected due
primarily to a 27% reduction in flow factors for the residential units and a 20% overall reduction in the development densities (as
compared to the 1996 Master Plan). In addition, the treatment plant is currently constructed to treat 18 MGD, but can be expanded to
treat 24 MGD under the current Master Plan. (RDEIR, pp. 4.11-49 to 4.11-50.)

Although the western 4,340 acres (Shed A) is not in the present service area, the Specific Plan proponents’ preferred plan is to direct
all wastewater flows from the Specific Plan area to the DCWWTP. The “Ultimate SPWA Service Area,” which includes all of the
Specific Plan area, will generate cumulative dry weather flows of 42.7 MGD (although this estimate conservatively assumed a much
denser Blueprint Alternative for the Specific Plan). Of that amount, 19.3 MGD would flow to the DCWWTP. This exceeds the current
constructed capacity of 18 MGD, but is well within the 1996 Master Plan capacity of 24 MGD. At buildout, the Specific Plan will
contribute approximately 2.79 MGD of the 19.3 MGD projected to flow to the DCWWTP for treatment and discharge. In calculating
flows from the Specific Plan area, RMC Water and Environment (“RMC”) conservatively assumed buildout of the Blueprint
Alternative rather than the less-intense Specific Plan as approved in 2007, which means that flows from the PVSP area will be 1.1
MGD less than assumed by RMC. Assuming all other assumptions used by RMC remained the same, total flows to the DCWWTP
will be reduced to 18.2 MGD under the PVSP as approved. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-50.)

The DCWWTP will need to be expanded to accommodate the additional flows, and the current NPDES waste discharge requirements
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would need to be amended. This is a potentially significant impact. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-50.)

General Plan policy 4.D.2 requires proponents of new development to provide written certification from a service provider that either
existing services are available or needed improvements will be made prior to project occupancy. Although this impact is potentially
significant, compliance with this policy will ensure that service will be provided as needed. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-51.) Moreover,
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-2 will reduce impacts associated with treatment plant capacity to a less than significant
level. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-51.)

Recycled Water

‘The recycled water distribution system as identified in the Specific Plan will meet the reclamation criteria contained in Title 22,

Division 4 of the California Code of Regulations. These standards set by the Department of Public Health (formerly the Department of
Health Services) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”), and will be consistent with City of Roseville Municipal
Code, Roseville General Plan goals and policies, and Placer County General Plan goals and policies. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-92.)

The annual average recycled water demand for the Specific Plan area has been estimated to be 1.39 MGD. Design flow rates are
affected by recycled water demand, the time frame in which it is to be used, as well as the supply. The City of Roseville has
determined that the Specific Plan area will only receive the amount of recycled water that it produces in wastewater on an average day
in July. RMC projected that the Specific Plan recycled water demand would be 3.44 MGD on an average day in July. Although RMC
reported that the Specific Plan area would generate more wastewater than recycled water demand, this estimate conservatively
assumed implementation of the more intense Blueprint Alternative and thus projected wastewater flows of 3.89 MGD. Flows under
that scenario would be 2.79 MGD, which would leave a .65 MGD deficit when compared to July average day recycled water demand
(3.44 MGD). Based on the supply formula used by the City, the Specific Plan would be entitled to receive 81% of projected average
annual day recycled water demand, or approximately 1.13 MGD. Projected recycled water supply is determined based on a ratio of
wastewater to recycled water demand during the peak demand month (July). This effect is less than significant. (RDEIR, pp. 4.11-92
to 4.11-93.) '

Water Supply

Development pursuant to the Specific Plan will result in an increased demand for potable water supplies. Potable water for the
Specific Plan area will be furnished by PCWA, which has concluded that it has sufficient water supply to satisfy the anticipated

demand for potable water from projects in western Placer County through 2025, including demand generated by the Specific Plan.
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There is, however, insufficient existing infrastructure to convey and treat the water required by the Specific Plan. PCWA has identified
increased diversion from the Sacramento River, consistent with PCWA’s role as a signatory to the Water Forum Agreement (“WFA”),
as the long-term source of water to meet Specific Plan buildout needs. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-80.)

The initial and long-term water supply proposals will use existing PCWA water rights for water supply to the Specific Plan. Exercise
of such water rights will be consistent with the agreements reached as part the WFA. Impacts of the exercise of such rights have been
considered in the EIR prepared in conjunction with consideration of the WFA. (RDEIR, pp. 4.11-80 to 4.11-81.)

An initial water supply would need to be wheeled from the Foothill Water Treatment Plant through the City of Roseville’s system.
PCWA estimates that it has 10.7 MGD of unallocated capacity from this source that can serve approximately 9,304 EDUs and that 1s
available on a first-come, first-served basis. The Specific Plan will generate a demand for approximately 11,500 AFA at buildout,
although this calculation does not take into consideration use of recycled water that could reduce demand. Unless and until
infrastructure for the long-term water supply is completed and implemented, continued development of the Specific Plan area could
generate demand for water that exceeds the supply provided by the initial water supply. Should this occur, the Specific Plan has also
identified secondary water supply plans that would deliver an additional 6,000 AFA to the Specific Plan area, including: (1) an
extension of the existing San Juan Cooperative Pipeline and Northridge Transmission Pipeline (Cooperative Transmission Pipeline)
that terminates at Antelope and Walerga Road, west along Antelope Road, and north to Watt Avenue into the Specific Plan area; and
(2) a pipeline within PFE Road from Cook Riolo Road to Watt Avenue extending north to the Specific Plan area. Because a number of
actions must occur in order to secure these water supplies, including multi-party agreements, treatment plant improvements, and the
extension of an existing pipeline to the Specific Plan area, this impact is considered potentially significant. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-81.)

Mitigation Measure 4.11-7 will reduce impacts related to water supply, including infrastructure capacity, to a less than significant
level. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-81.) This measure disallows County approvals for final small-lot subdivision maps absent a showing that water
will available for the increment of development that would be allowed by the small-lot map in question.

Drainage
A Master Project Drainage Study was prepared for the Specific Plan. This Drainage Study was reviewed by the Flood Control District
and the Placer County Department of Public Works for compliance with County standards and ordinances. The document was also

peer reviewed by WRIME Inc. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-107.)

The Master Project Drainage Study was revised to reflect peer review comments; however, the documentation will remain
preliminary until actual individual development projects are submitted that detail lot layout and project-specific infrastructure. The

100




v.€

County will require that individual drainage reports be submitted with each development project showing compliance with the Master
Project Drainage Study, and Placer County policies, standards and ordinances. Until this process is completed, this impact will remain
potentialty significant. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-107.) _

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-9 will ensure compliance with the Master Project Drainage Study and County policies,
standards and ordinances, and will reduce impacts to a less than significant level. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-108.)

Solid Waste

At full buildout, development in the Specific Plan area will generate an estimated 24,878 tons per year of Municipal Solid Waste
(*MSW™). Of that amount, 11.9% (2,960 tons) will go directly to the landfill, while the remaining 88.1% (21,918 tons) will go to the
Materials Recovery Facility (*“MRF”) for processing. The diversion rate at the MRF is approximately 63.1%; therefore, of the 21,918
tons per year that would be brought to the MRF for processing, 13,830 tons will be disposed of at the landfill. These projections
include sewage sludge (biosolids) and construction debris that will be generated during buildout of the Specific Plan area that will
contribute to impacts to the landfill. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-30.)

A total of 21,918 tons annually will be hauled to the MRF for processing. This represents an increase of approximately 7.8% annually.
A total of 16,790 tons annually will be disposed of at the landfill. This represents an increase of approximately 6.1%. As of 2006, the

landfill was estimated to remain open until 2036 with a remaining net capacity of approximately 13,680,000 tons. The additional solid
waste generated by the Specific Plan will have the potential to reduce the life of the landfill by one to two years. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-30.)

The County is required by State law (AB 939) to prepare and adopt a Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), which
includes the County’s plan to divert solid waste from the landfill for all generated waste. To meet this requirement, the County actively
pursues composting, business waste reduction, school recycling, curbside collection, public education and outreach programs to reduce
the amount of solid waste generated. Community access to recycling facilities will increase the life of the landfill and reduce the
amount of solid waste being separated at the MRF. However, at the time of EIR certification, the MRF was operating at approximately
55% of permitted capacity, though activity was expected to intensify as growth in the area continues. The amount of development

anticipated in the Specific Plan area will cause existing capacity and plans for future expansion to be exceeded and could hasten the
closure of the Western Regional Landfill. (RDEIR, pp. 4.11-30 to 4.11-31.)

According to Placer County Code Section 8.16.080, all commercial uses and certain residential uses within the Specific Plan area will
be required to provide recyclable material storage, loading, and loading areas before building permits may be issued. Specific
requirements for these areas and containers are to be determined by the County based on design criteria developed by the Department

101




GLE

of Facility Services. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-31.)

Based on the standards of significance, at buildout of the Specific Plan, its direct contribution to the volume of solid waste currently
accepted at the MRF and the landfill will exceed an additional 3% per year, and will represent a significant impact. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 will lessen impacts, but not to a less than significant level. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-31.) The impact is therefore
significant and unavoidable.

The Specific Plan, along with other approved and proposed projects within the service area of the MRF and Western Regional
Landfiil, will incrementally contribute to the decrease of their service life, thereby creating a potentially significant and considerable
cumulative impact. It is estimated that the Specific Plan alone will reduce landfill life by one to two years. Other proposed projects are
planning over 30,000 additional dwelling units in Placer County and will have a similar effect, shortening the useful life of the landfill
by three to five years. (RDEIR, p. 4.11-33.)

NEW EFFECTS OF ROAD CLOSURE PROJECT

The impacts shown in the PVSP EIR for the utilities and service systems discussed above are a function of the amount, type, and location
of development under the approved Specific Plan. The proposed road closure project including the widening of West Dyer Lane, would
not affect or alter in any way the scope of these utilities and service systems because the road closures will not increase the population
within the Specific Plan area, change the mix of land uses, or alter the locations at which particular types of development occur. The
proposed project therefore will not contribute to any changes in projected demands for wastewater service, recycled water usage, potable
water usage, drainage facilities, or solid waste facilities.

Any New Any New
Do Proposed Circumstances Information of Prior
. Where Impact ‘Changes Involve Involving New Substantial Environmental
Environmental Issue Area Was Analyzed in New Significant Significant Impacts Importance Documents
Prior Impacts or or Substantially Requiring New Mitigations
Environmental Substantially More More Severe Analysis or Implemented or

o RO Y Y —

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the

No No No Included in
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the chapters
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or throughout the
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining EIR

tion?

Addrcss Impacts.

e
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levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species,
or eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually Passim No No No Included in
limited, but cumulatively considerable? . chapters
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the throughout the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when EIR

viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

¢. Does the project have environmental effects which Passim No No No Included in
will cause substantial adverse effects on human chapters
beings, either directly or indirectly? throughout the
EIR

Discussion: The issues addressed under the heading “Mandatory Findings of Significance” are discussed throughout the EIR. The
mandatory findings under heading (a) above raise questions involving biological resources and cultural resources that are addressed above
in-the portion of this Checklist devoted to those two topics.

The mandatory findings under heading (b) above raise questions involving cumulative impacts associated with all of the topics mentioned
in the checklist. The discussions above on various topics took such cumulative impacts into mind.

The mandatory findings under heading (c) above raise questions involving impacts on human health due to environmental impacts such as
air and water pollution. These issues have been addressed above in the discussions of Air Quality, Water Quality, and similar subjects.

NEW EFFECTS OF ROAD CLOSURE PROJECT

See the discussions above.
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Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

in the matter of: A Resolution approving Resolution No:
findings and statements of fact related to
the closure of Locust Road

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of

Placer at a regular meeting held , by the following

vote on roll call:

Ayes:
Noes:

Absent;

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chair, Board of Supervisors
Attest:

Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer, State of California heard
and considered public testimony and other evidence regarding the proposed roadway
closure on January 5, 2016.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Placer, State of California, that the Board of Supervisors hereby adopts the following
findings and statements of fact:

1. As part of the PVSP planning process, the County heard testimony from land owners
in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan related to the
potential for a northern closure of Locust Road at the boundary the active properties. At
the conclusion of the public planning process, the Board of Supervisors elected not to
pursue a potential roadway closure with the project approval, but required the PVSP
project, by way of a condition of project approval, to commission a study of the potential
impacts associated with a closure of Locust Road.
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Locust Road Closure
Resolution # ' Page 2

2. On July 16, 2007 Placer County certified a final EIR (EIR) and approved the Placer
Vineyards project. The Placer Vineyards FEIR did not analyze or redistribute any trips
associated with a future closure of Locust Road.

3. In April 2015, Fehr and Peers (transportation consuitant) submitted a draft technical
study to the County for review which began the public review process. The report
included two potential closure options, one on the northern boundary to the Placer
Vineyards property and one on the southern boundary.

4. On May 13", 2015, County staff and Placer Vineyards owners group representatives
attended the West Placer Municipal Advisory Council with an informational item related
to the Locust Road Circulation Study and the findings from the technical report. At this
meeting, the County received many comments in support of implementing both the
north and south closure. Concerns from the public included speeding, future traffic
volume projections, school zone impacts and traffic safety

5. On September 16, 2015, County staff headed a community meeting in Sacramento
County in an effort to obtain feedback from the neighborhood immediately south of the
Placer Vineyards properties on Locust Road and within Sacramento County (Elywn
Ave). At this meeting options to a full closure, including traffic calming and volume
reducing devices, were presented. Again, comments from the community were
unanimously in support of a full roadway closure to the north.

6. County staff attended a meeting with Sacramento County Public Works staff to
discuss the implication and solicit comments on a closure of Locust Road/Elywn Ave in
relation to regional traffic circulation projections. Sacramento County was supportive of
the idea in the near term but reserved the right to reevaluate in the future.

7. On January 8§, 2015, County staff presented the findings from the Locust Road
Circulation Study to the Boards of Supervisors. The Board held a public hearing and
heard testimony from the public related to the findings from the Circulation Study. The
Board gave direction to County staff to prepare environmental documentation which
would identify the impacts of both a northern and southern closure of Locust Road.

8. In June 2016, the County prepared an Addendum to the Placer Vineyards EIR to
analyze the impacts of closure of Locust Road at the northern and southern boundaries
of the Placer Vineyards properties.

9. Reservation of the public right of way would be maintained for emergency access
and potential public trail crossing in the future. '

10. The public interest is served by Locust Road Closure because the County has a
substantial interest in ensuring that the public is presented with accurate planning
information such that all interested persons have an opportunity to provide input during
the public hearing process.
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11, The public interest is served by closure of Locust Road as an alternative roadway
network exists which would be consistent with the County's General Plan.

12. The public interest is served by closure of Locust because the use of Baseline
Road, Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane will help maintain traffic flow with the Placer
Vineyards project.

13. Based on the above findings and statements of fact closure of the public road in the

Resolution presented to the Board of Supervisors on July 12, 2016 is therefore in the
public interest.
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Locust Road Closure Plan
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Locust Road Closure Plan
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Location Map
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